ADMINISTERING  THE   REBUILDING  ACTS
with the City consenting to modify the street line, in preference
to destroying a substantial number of completed houses. The
risk, therefore, might be well worth taking, and, in fact, it was
successfully taken in a number of cases.1
The degree to which the City was thus harassed varied. The
infringements were many and differed widely, but a single
example will serve to show how great the trouble could be.
The protagonists in this particular case were John Hammond
and Anthony Selby, draper, both of them rich men and re-
doubtable litigants. Each had had the temerity to appeal
against a decision of the Fire Court, and each had had judg-
ment and costs given against him.2 Both owned extensive and
valuable property in Mincing Lane and St. Dunstan's Hill,
and both had lost several feet by the staking. But whereas
Hammond was content to abide by his loss, and began his re-
building along the new line, Selby took steps to get the staking
altered. Those steps were at Hammond's expense, and Ham-
mond was a dangerous person to injure. He at once petitioned
the City for redress and, to make sure that it did not pro-
crastinate, went also to the King in Council.3 His plea to the
latter set out the position with admirable clarity. The surveyors,
accompanied by the Deputy and Common Councilmen of the
ward, had staked out the lane, taking equally from the ground
on each side. He (Hammond) had thereupon caused a plat-
form to be made for two of his houses, in conformity with the
new street line, and had contracted for the timber work, the
latter being framed and ready at the time of his petition. In
his absence, 'Mr. Mills, one of the Surveyors . . . without any
1 There is a particularly good example in Repert., 73, ff. 115, 206. Illustrated with a
sketch map, it is more comprehensible than most.
2 See p. 96 above. The Judges, when awarding costs against Selby, expressly added
*as it appeares . .. that the said appeale is brought without any just cause and that
thereby the said Defend[an]ts have beene putt to unnecessary trouble and Charge1.
The identification of the Anthony Selby of this case with the one who put the City
to so much unnecessary trouble and charge cannot be absolutely established, but it is
more than probable.
8 Repert., 72, f. 142; P.O. Reg*> 2/59, p. 509. His petition to the City was dealt with
on July i6th, 1667. As the staking had not been ordered until May i6th> both he and
Selby had acted with unusual speed.
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